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Jose Antonio Medina Hernandez and Maria Marquina Romero, natives and

citizens of Mexico, petition pro se for review of the Board of Immigration
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Appeals order dismissing their appeal from an immigration judge’'s (“1J") order
denying their applications for cancellation of removad. We have jurisdiction
pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1252. Wereview for substantial evidence, see Lopez-
Alvarado v. Ashcroft, 381 F.3d 847, 850-51 (9th Cir. 2004), and we deny the
petition for review.

Substantial evidence supports the 1J s conclusion that petitioners were
statutorily ineligible for cancellation of removal because petitioners conceded they
had failed to accrue ten years of continuous physical presence in the United States.
See 8 U.S.C. § 1229b(b)(1)(A).

Petitioners assertion that the IJfailed to consider all the evidence presented
IS without merit, because petitioners’ counsel admitted that petitioners had failed
to accrue the requisite physical presence and the 1J solicited testimony from
petitioners about their date of entry to confirmtheir counsel’s statement.

The voluntary departure period was stayed, and that stay will expire upon
issuance of the mandate. See Desta v. Ashcroft, 365 F.3d 741 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



